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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomis the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,2, 7,14, 16, 18, 19, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis et al. ("Ellis"). Regarding 

claims 1,21, the admitted prior art ("APA") discloses everything except that the joining 

cavity does not engage the outer threaded surface of said cable connection sleeve after 

a majority of said electrical coupling cavity is at least partially telescopically inserted in 

said cable connection sleeve. Ellis discloses a connector where the locking member 

100 engages the outer threaded surface 34 of a cable connection sleeve after the 

mating members (80, 40) are fully engaged and the connectors (128, 48) are 

connected. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to increase the 

longitudinal sliding play distance of the coupling sleeve 120 of the admitted prior art 

such that the sleeve would not engage the outer threaded surface 34 of a cable 

connection sleeve until after a majority of said electrical coupling cavity was at least 

partially telescopically inserted in said cable connection sleeve and the connectors (128, 

48) were connected. Ellis teaches that this would have been done by increasing the. 

distance between the front stopping flange (88 in Ellis, 70 in the APA) and the rear stop 

(face 1 58 in Ellis, face of flange 38 in the APA). The suggestion or motivation for doing 
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so would have been to allow quicker engaging and disengaging of the mating parts as 
taught in Ellis and as is well known in the art. 

Regarding claims 2, 14, 16, 18. 19, 22, 23, the APA discloses these limitations. 

Regarding claims 7, the APA does not disclose that at least one-thread in said 
joining cavity of said coupling sleeve is spaced from a receiving end of said joining 
cavity. Ellis discloses that at least one-thread in the joining cavity of the coupling 
sleeve is spaced from a receiving end of said joining cavity. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to modify the APA such that at least one-thread in the 
joining cavity of the coupling sleeve would have been spaced from a receiving end of 
said joining cavity as taught in Ellis. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would 
have been to prevent damage to the threads and ensure that the threaded mating parts 
were properly oriented before engaging the mating threads, such motivation being 
known in the art. 

Claims 3, 4, 5, 6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis as in claims 1 and 2 in view of Israel. 
Regarding the gripping features, the APA shows gripping surfaces 122. Israel discloses 
a plurality of "nodes" in a star shape or gripping features 18. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to modify the APA gripping surface to include 
various gripping design features including "nodes" in a star shape as taught in Israel. 
The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been to provide a good grip, as 
taught by Israel. 
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Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis as discussed above in view of Hermann, Jr. 
("Hermann"). The APA does not discloses that the receiving end of said joining cavity 
has a beveled surfaced designed to-receive a front end of said cable connection sleeve. 
Hermann discloses that the receiving end of a joining cavity has a beveled surfaced 
designed to-receive a front end of said cable connection sleeve (see figure 5). At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to bevel the receiving end of the APA 
joining cavity. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been to facilitate 
mating of the mating sleeves, as is well known in the art. 

Claims 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Hermann, and Israel for the reasons 
discussed regarding claims 9 and 4. 

Claims 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis as in claim 7 in view of Glover. The APA does not 
show at least a majority of said electrical coupling cavity extending outwardly from said 
receiving end of said joining cavity. Glover discloses a majority of an electrical coupling 
cavity extending outwardly from a receiving end of a joining cavity. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to extend the APA coupling cavity as desired, 
such as disclosed in Glover. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have 
been to allow facilitate mating of the electrical connectors prior to locking the connectors 
together, as taught in Glover and as is well known in the art. 
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Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Henmann, and Glover for the reasons discussed 
regarding claims 9 and 1 1 . 

Claims 13, 15, 17, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Hemiann, Israel and Glover for 
the reasons discussed regarding claims 9, 10, 11, 14, 16, 18, and 19. 

Claims 23-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Hermann, Israel and Glover for the reasons 
discussed regarding claims 1-22. Regarding claims 44-63, the method of using the 
devices discussed regarding claims 1-22 would have been obvious at the time of the 
invention. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Steinke, Faucher, Jack, and Hargett are examples of connectors 
disclosing the engaging a longitudinally slidable threaded locking ring after the mating 
electrical terminals have been engaged. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ross Gushi whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2005. If attempts to reach the examiner by phone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paula A. Bradley, can be reached at 571-272-2800 extension 33. The 
phone number for the Group's facsimile is (703) 872-9306. 




